THE 

GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 



NAVY GRADUATE COMPTROLLERS HIP PROGRAM 



THE ITEM VETO 



By 

Frank C. Jones 
Commander, USN 



For 

Doctor A. Rex Johnson 
May, 1956 






TABLE OF CONTENTS 



Page 

INTRODUCTION 1 

PART I. TIE ITEM VETO IN THE STATE GOVERNMENT 

Chapter 

I. ORIGIN 4 

II. INTRODUCTION INTO STATE CONSTITUTIONS 9 

III. USE BY THE GOVERNOR 15 

IV. EFFECT OF BUDGET REFORMS 20 

V. DISADVANTAGES 27 

PART II. THE ITEM VETO IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

VI. ATTEMPTS TO INTRODUCE, 1876-1949 33 

VII. ATTEMPTS TO INTRODUCE, 1950-1954 41 

PART III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 49 

APPENDIX A 56 

APPENDIX B 57 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 60 

ii 



. n • 















INTRODUCTION 



Recent emphasis on improvements to the federal budgetary process have 
resulted from a realization that although the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 
and subsequent ancillary legislation have been great steps forward in proper 
administration of public funds, much remains to be done, both in the budgetary 
field and in that of the associated legislative processes. One change that 
has been suggested, and for which legislation has been proposed, is that of 
conferring on the Chief Executive the power of the line item veto in appropria- 
tion bills. An examination of the suggestion raises at once such questions as: 
whence came the idea; what has been experience with its use in state govern- 
ment; could it be introduced by statutory action or would a Constitutional 
Amendment be needed; should it be made at all an integral part of further 
budget reform? 

Such questions are important. There is a dearth of published studies 
in the state legislative and budgetary processes, yet it is only from state 
government that we can obtain any performance data, somewhat non-appli cable 
though it is. When there is published material, it usually deals with narrow 
segments or phases of the legislative process in a particular state, or a 
selected group of states, rather than throughout all states.* Although there 
has been some study of the question of the item veto in the states, and reviews 

^Oliver Douglas Weeks, Research in the American State Legislative 
Process . (Ann Arbor, Michigan: J. W. Edwards, 1947), pp. 4-6. Written under 

the auspices of the Committee on Public Administration of Social Science 
Research Council. 
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of its use, there is limited extension of that information to federal govern- 
ment application. And attempts to introduce the item veto into the federal 
government make vague, general references to state use, but little more. 

In 1941 the Social Science Research Council, in an outline of suggested 
research topics in budgetary matters, included the item veto. The Council 
puts its questions thus: 

When the Chief Executive possesses the power to veto particular 
items in an appropriation measure, is the power much exercised? 

How influential is the threat of using such power? Can the legis- 
lature avoid the exercise of the item veto by combining an appro- 
priation for a purpose that the chief executive does not favor with 
a purpose that he favors? Is the power of the item veto ever exer- 
cised when the legislature cannot increase the chief executive 1 s 
budget request ?^ 

The following chapters explore the foregoing questions. The study 
logically divides itself into two main parts: the item veto in state govern- 

ment, and the item veto in federal government. But an attempt will be made 
in a third division of the study to show something of the relationship between 
the two. 



2 

Committee on Public Administration of the Social Science Research 
Council, Research in Public Budget Administration . (New York; 1941: repro- 

duced from typewritten copy by the Council), p. 22. 
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CHAPTER I 



ORIGIN 

The power of the Chief Executive to disapprove the action of the Legis- 
lative branch of a government, state or national, is called the veto. The 
veto may take many forms; it may be absolute, with no power given the Legis- 
lative branch to overrule the disapproval; it may be conditional, with the 
power of the Legislative branch, by a stated proportion such as a majority or 
two-thirds vote to overrule the disapproval; it may be partial, with the Chief 
Executive given the power to approve some parts of the action while disapprov- 
ing the rest. This last type of veto is called the line item veto, or simply 
the item veto. Before proceeding with the study which forms the subject of 
this paper, it seems appropriate to review the introduction of the veto power 
into state and national government; for the item veto entered the political 
science field only in the last hundred years of United States history. 

Prior to the Revolutionary War the various colonies were governed by 
colonial governors. They had many powers which made them all but dictators 
over the citizens. One of these powers consisted of the absolute veto. This 
veto was used, in the opinion of the citizens, in an arbitrary and unjust 
fashion, and was one of the major complaints of the framers of the Declaration 
of Independence. 

The royal veto. . . . was not used unsparingly in the early colonial 
period. For example, a single order of the queen*s ministers in 1706 
disallowed fifty Pennsylvania laws. Of course, some of the colonial 
acts were vetoed because they were in conflict with acts of Parliament 
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